Message

From: Nguyen, Thuy [Nguyen.Thuy@epa.gov]

Sent: 3/30/2021 7:56:49 PM

To: Nesci, Kimberly [Nesci.Kimberly@epa.gov]; Garvey, Mark [Garvey.Mark@epa.gov]

CC: Miles, James [miles.james@epa.gov]; Odusote, Gloria [odusote.gloria@epa.gov]; Butler, Tristan

[Butler.Tristan@epa.gov]; Wolf, Joel [Wolf.Joel@epa.gov]; Teter, Royan [Teter.Royan@epa.gov]; Goodis, Michael
[Goodis.Michael@epa.gov]; Dawson, Jeffrey [Dawson.Jeff@epa.gov]
Subject: RE: OCSPP/OECA PFAS Check-In at 4pm

Also, my staff chemists are questioning the validity of the reported data.
Thuy

From: Nesci, Kimberly <Nesci.Kimberly@epa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 3:44 PM

To: Garvey, Mark <Garvey.Mark@epa.gov>

Cc: Miles, James <miles.james@epa.gov>; Odusote, Gloria <odusote.gloria@epa.gov>; Butler, Tristan
<Butler.Tristan@epa.gov>; Wolf, Joel <Wolf.Joel@epa.gov>; Teter, Royan <Teter.Royan@epa.gov>; Goodis, Michael
<Goodis.Michael@epa.gov>; Nguyen, Thuy <Nguyen.Thuy@epa.gov>; Dawson, Jeffrey <Dawson.Jeff@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: OCSPP/OECA PFAS Check-In at 4pm

Yep —it’s on my list, though maybe not explicitly. We have a number of questions for Bayer (RD) and for PEER on the
data (Thuy). Thuy hypothesized that it could be that the product is in fluorinated HPDE at some point in its production
process, and RD is in the process of scheduling a conversation with Bayer.

From: Garvey, Mark <Garvey Marki@epa. gov>

Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 3:02 PM

To: Nesci, Kimberly <Mesci.Kimberlyilepa.gov>

Cc: Miles, James <miles.iamesi@ena.gov>; Odusote, Gloria <gdusote. gloriai@ena.goyv>; Butler, Tristan
<Butler Tristan@epa.gov>; Wolf, Joel <Wolf Joelf@epa gov>; Teter, Royan <Teigr.Rovan®@ena.gov>
Subject: RE: OCSPP/OECA PFAS Check-In at 4pm

Kimberly,
The article below caught our attention and we were wondering if it makes sense to raise the issue of metal containers
at today’s meeting.
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Common mosquito pesticide packed with PFAS

£.4. Crunden and Arigl Witianberg, E&E News reportersPublished: Friday, March 26, 2021
Testing found per- and polvfluorealled sulistances in a pesticide used for mosguito control |

A pesticide widely used for mosquito control in Maryland and other states contains so-called forever chemicals — including a
notorious compound phased out of U.S. production years ago due to health concerns — according to recent test results.

Testing ordered by Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility (PEER) and the Maryland Pesticide Education Network
(MPEN]} found per- and polyfluoroalky! substances in Permanone 30-30, an insecticide used by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA) in its mosquito control efforts. The results come just weeks before the state is scheduled to begin its annual
mosquito control spraying of 2,100 communities in 16 counties.

"It's alarming," MPEN Executive Director Ruth Berlin said, adding that if the insecticide is used in mosquito control efforts next

month, it could result in PFAS contamination in the Chesapeake Bay, where the compounds could imperil fish and other
aquatic life. "We feel MDA has to terminate its use of this pesticide, and the use of it by private companies."
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Samples analyzed by the groups found 3,500 parts per trillion of PFOA, one of the most widely researched PFAS. EPA's health
advisory limit for PFOA in drinking water is 70 ppt, and PFOA is no longer manufactured nationwide due to concern over its
links to health effects like cancer and weakened immune systems.

The samples also revealed 630 ppt of HFPO-DA, part of the chemical process used in GenX, which has been linked to similar
health issues as PFOA and sparked significant litigation in states like North Carolina.

PEER and MPEN yesterday sent their test results to EPA, MDA and the Maryland Department of the Environment in letters
reviewed by E&E News. They requested that the state immediately stop using Permanone and test other pesticides it plans to
use in mosquito control efforts this spring. The groups also asked federal regulators to conduct their own testing of the
pesticide and require manufacturers to test for PFAS before bringing new chemicals to market.

But Permanone, made by Bayer CropScience LLC, is not the only pesticide that has been contaminated with PFAS. Testing first
reported by E&E News earlier this month found the chemicals in multiple common pesticides (Greenwire, March 5).

PEER has led much of the initial testing on various pesticides, and the group first called attention to the issue last December,
highlighting the presence of PFAS in Anvil 10+10, an insecticide previously in wide use in states like Massachusetts. Follow-up

testing on Anvil shared by EPA confirmed the presence of PFAS in that product.

"These chemicals are not supposed to be in this insecticide," PEER Executive Director Tim Whitehouse said. "EPA is failing in its
job to protect public health and the environment and needs to immediately test all pesticides for the presence of PFAS."

Bayer redirected comment to Croplife America (CLA), stating that the issue is an "industry-wide topic" and that Bayer is still
reviewing broader guidance from EPA. CLA, a trade association representing pesticide manufacturers, shared a statement

from another association, Responsible industry for a Sound Environment.

"The science is still developing within EPA to determine what is occurring, including refining testing methods," said RISE
President Megan Provost. "PFAS chemistry is not an active or inert ingredient in any pesticide formulation."

Provost said RISE is continuing to work with EPA on issues around PFAS in pesticides.
Possible sources
EPA has largely linked the presence of PFAS in pesticides to fluorination of the containers holding the products. More

specifically, the agency has scrutinized fluorinated coating applied to those containers, which helps repel dust, water and
other substances.
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Gl Permanone

Permanane 30-30 is usad for mosquite contral, §

The agency's investigations into the issue have largely centered on fluorinated high-density polyethylene (HDPE) barrels used
to transport Anvil. The agency found eight different pesticides in those barrels and pushed back on suggestions that
manufacturers could be purposely adding PFAS to their products as "inert" ingredients to make the pesticides more efficient.

Earlier this month, EPA indicated it was looking into different types of fluorinated containers more broadly and would present
the findings "as expeditiously as possible." EPA said it will review the Permanone test results "as part of the agency's ongoing
efforts to investigate PFAS contamination” involving pesticides.

"The agency is encouraging the pesticide industry to explore alternative packaging options, like steel drums or non-fluorinated
HDPE," an EPA spokesperson shared in an email, adding that the agency has started broader testing of different brands of

fluorinated containers to determine whether they contain or leach PFAS "to learn the conditions affecting leaching."

"EPA understands the need to provide guidance to states, tribes and other users as they prepare to purchase mosquito
control products for 2021 and will provide more information as it continues its investigation," the spokesperson said.

It is unclear whether fluorinated packaging could explain the high PFAS levels found in Permanone, which was packaged in
metal containers.

MDA spokesperson Jason Schellhardt said the department is still reviewing the Permanone testing and did not respond when
asked whether it still plans to use the pesticide for mosquito spraying this spring.

But he appeared to draw a distinction between Permanone and EPA's investigation, noting that the pesticides used by the
department are packaged in metal containers.

"Early findings from the EPA suggest that PFAS levels found in pesticides are related to plastic containers," he wrote in an
email.

Asked about the possibility that the metal containers could also be fluorinated and leaching PFAS, Schellhardt said, "We would
defer to EPA on that and we are standing by for further guidance from them."

Advocates have argued that a lack of transparency around inert ingredients has left the public in the dark regarding the
chemicals in the products they buy. Some are skeptical that such high amounts and different types of PFAS could be found
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across so many different pesticides without intentional chemical additions. Another possible source is legacy contamination,
potentially from testing devices.

The EPA spokesperson said that pesticides registered with the agency, and those pending registration, "do not have chemical
structures — or physical chemical properties" that are comparable to a number of specific PFAS compounds, including PFOA
and GenX.

Regardless of how the PFAS got into the pesticides, Berlin said EPA should be taking the test results seriously.
"Whether the contamination is coming from intentional inclusion of PFAS in the pesticides or if it's, as EPA has suggested,

from contamination from the containers, either way, it's contaminated," she said. "No pesticide should be used in our state
without making sure it does not include these chemicals."
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MNOTE: This email and its attachments may contain confidential information,

or privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, or belisve vou

received this commmudcation in error, please delefe it immedialely and notify the sender,
~Thank you.

From: Nesci, Kimberly <¥eszci.Kimberly@epagov>

Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 2:02 PM

To: Goodis, Michael; Nguyen, Thuy; Qian, Yaorong; Teter, Royan; Saenz, Diana; Aubee, Catherine; Anderson, Neil; Lara,
Rhina; Ozmen, Shamus; Dennis, Allison; Widawsky, David; Helfgott, Daniel

Cc: Williamson, Tracy; Messina, Edward; Echeverria, Marietta; Henry, Tala; Keigwin, Richard; Picone, Kaitlin; Charlton,
Tom; Rodman, Sonja; Garvey, Mark; Miles, James; Le, Madison; Odusote, Gloria; ONeill, Sandra; Butler, Tristan; Schmit,
Ryan; Dunton, Cheryl; Koch, Erin; Wolf, Joel; Kaczmarek, Chris; Cyran, Carissa; Leifer, Kerry; Bellot, Michael; Davies, Clive
Subject: OCSPP/OECA PFAS Check-In

When: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 4:00 PM-5:00 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada).

Where: Microsoft Teams Meeting

For 3/30/2021 meeting:
e Updates on lab testing (OPW
= Chwn testing status, including anvil data and other data
s O thoughts on PEER data
s Plan - schedule call with Kyla
s Updates from QPP {RDY, Hany
+  Updates from OFPT, fany
e Updates on QFCS
s TSCA Subpoena
s Call between the chemists
= Communication Efforts {OPS)
s Bloomberg Interview - follow-up on definition of PFAS {kn)

ED_012985_00002837-00004



o Anyother updates/requests

Please review and address comments in the new link. It includes both the status of the OPP lab testing and the status of

other collaborations/discussions.
PFAS in Pesticide Contalners - Status - 02 18 2021 - with Comments for Team.docx

Microsoft Teams meeting

Join on your computer or mobile app
Click here 1o join the mestin

Or call in {audio only)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) United States, Washington DC

Phone Conference ”}: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP} !
Find g local number | Resst PIN

By participating in EPA hosted virtual meetings and events, you are consenting to abide by the agency's terms of
use. In addition, you acknowledge that content you post may be collected and used in support of FOIA and

eDiscovery activities.

Leam More | Mesting options
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